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Representative Mark Green
U.S. House of Representatives

1314 Longworth House Office Building OR!{;,NAL
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Green:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along"” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Sincerely, E
Lyle Paiser 7 / P 2t

CC:

FCC General Email Box 7 % / /)
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547 Karl Dr. , Zanesville, Ohio 43701-1711

NUV 17 2005
DOCKEY BLE COBY ORIGINAL

October 28, 2005 09:35 PM

The Federal Communications Commission O ~
445 12th Street, SW R!&MN AL
Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Re: Federai-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan.
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular
phones or make few long distance calls.

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high-

volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.
Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Sincerely

,/(’-L ME‘-G?:G,\{\

Sue Pemberton
ce:
Senator Mike DeWine

Representative Bob Ney
Senator George Voinovich
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The Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW AnrEr
Washington, DC 20554 DOCKi " ORIGINAL

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan.
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular
phones or make few long distance calls.

1 support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high-
volume residential or business customers. [ urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.

Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

lorna charpentier

ce:

Senator Edward Kennedy

Senator John Kerry
Representative John Olver
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Gillian Tuttle

3035 Bethany Ch. Rd. , Moravian Falls, North Carolina 28654

November 02, 2005 04:06 PM

Senator Elizabeth Dole

U.S. Senate

555 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001
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Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dole:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position
to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fec. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF
issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to
FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover,
or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer |
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC
has plans to change to a fiat fee system soon and without legislation.

I'will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them
know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

Gillian Tuttle

cc:

FCC General Email Box
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FCC Chairman Kevin J Martin i
445 12th St. SW NP, “J
Washington, DC 20554 FCG -t H,_*_E_:(:_*”‘
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Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

DOCKEY KLY TRORY ONIGIMA;
Dear Chairman Martin: ~
TRIGINAL

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC}) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,

ch u_z.fh o{é} %"?.XLHL
Ellen LaPorte N
44 Academy St. o N B
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Kevin J Martin ORleMAL
FCC Chairman
445 12" St SW

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Chairman Martin:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like
ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you pay heed to my concerns and those of the other Keep USF Fair
Coalition members. A flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those who can least afford it.
Why should the minor users subsidize the major ones. The purposed changes, I hope are not
some form of pay back for past or future political favors.
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about a change in your
position on this matter.

Sincetgly, 1 ’L
Gdry Forrest s '
cc:

The Federal Communications Commission not



e ey | e e o RECEIVED & INSPECTED

NOV 17 2005

Connie Panach FCC -
1526 Melrose Avenue, Natrona Heights, Pennsylvania 15065

ORIGINAL
DOCKET FILY GO Dl

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

November 02, 2005 09:40 PM

FCC Chair Kevin Martin

Dear Mr. Martin: :
’ | Z_C, /C—Z e 1 o . A;&’\_ﬁ&/)")’t_ﬁv Loy ;
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communicétions Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted

by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely shouid not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rurai consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

! will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. [ request you pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.
Sincerely,

(ol %Lmzu

Connie Panach . = ‘
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Rolland Newcomb FCC - MAILROOM
137 W. Territorial Rd. , Battle Creck, Michigan 49015-3241
L MSINAL November 01, 2005
FCC Chairman Kevin J. Martin N M R R NS M THATRY

445 12" St SW
Washington DC 20554Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC
Docket 96-45

Dear Mr. Martin:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC)
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay
more into the system. [f the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website,
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As aconsumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon
and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to
my community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on
this matter.

Sincerely, :
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Kevin Martin, Chair IR S S
Federal Communications Commission
445 SW 12 Street
Washington DC 20554 . N
BOCKE " e coe CRIGHY

Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45
Dear Mr. Martin,

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. | urge you to oppose this ptan. | am one of the
millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat-fee plan. The flat-fee would
mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular phones or make few
long-distance calis.

| support the Keep USF Fair Coalition and | monitor this issue on its website. Stopping the flat-fee tax is
important to me and my family — not to mention my bank account. You will hear from me again until this
issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee tax is unfair and un-American.

Under the flat-fee proposal that you are considering, people who make few long-distance calls would pay
the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and primarily
residential customers would bear the same Universal Service Fund burden as high-volume residential or
business customers. | urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.

Sincerely,

HarkEfuoler

|
Mark E. Schueier
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Susan Newcomb FCC - MAILROOM
137 W. Territorial Rd. , Battle Creek, Michigan 49015-3241

P , November 01, 2005
-oialNAL
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FCC Chairman Kevin J. Martin

445 12" St SW

Washington DC 20554Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC
Docket 96-45

Dear Mr. Martin:

: AL
I have serious concerns regarding the Pedeétal Commuﬂlcatlo ommissions' (FCC)
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income restdential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website,
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goesto a
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon
and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to
my community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on
this matter.

Sincerely, ﬂ/ ;
) 4
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alberta collier
p.o. box 25501 , washington, District of Columbia 20027

November 05, 2005 12:50 AM

Delegate Eleanor Norton =

U.S. House of Representatives B ;QG!N AL
2136 Rayburn House Office Bldg. o
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Delegate Norton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the
untair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into
the system. [f the FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one
thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who
uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely
should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior ¢itizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due
to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links'to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure
I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC ofﬁczals the FCC has plans to change to
a flat fee system soon and w1thout leglslatmn

I will continue to monitor deve]opments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. I request you.pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
Sincerely,

alberta collier

ce:

FCC General Email Box
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Senator Hi}}gry Clinton
U.S. Senate ™.
476 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

|
NOV 17 2005 é

November 07, 2005 01:54 PM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass
along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. [ request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matier.

Sincerely

Mary S
Qcc FCC Chairman Kevin J. Martin, Congress >




